On PSL's position on Bernie Sanders 


Recently, PSL released an article giving their position on the elections that will take 
place in USA in November 2020. In this article, they also outlined their plan for the 
elections and this plan's relation to Bernie Sanders, the Social Democrat who considers 
himself socialist. For the porpuse of this small essay, we will analyze the context of this 
article and the theoritical understanding behind it with the Marxist Leninist perspective. 

But before we go there, there needs to be said, that actions such as these (by PSL and 
CPUSA before it) are natural in the Imperialist core countries, where opposing 
imperialism means opposing the labour aristocratic interests of a big part of the 
population(who also forms at some level the movement itself) in these countries. Not 
many people can oppose their direct interest (labour aristocratic ones) for too long in 
the real world besides publishing anti war articles and perhaps doing some anti war 
demostrations. Since the time of Lenin, many "Communists" when the time came for 
them to prove themselfs worthy of the name, they simple sided with the bourgeoisie of 
their home countries, supporting social democrats and the like. 

The porpuse of this essay is not to either defame neither personally attack any PSL 
member, as such an act is unnecessary. The goal here is to simple highlight some issues 
and inconsistencies within the article, and add some critique on some of the stances of 
the positions on the matter adopted by the party. 

But we will try to explain some things in detail which we deem importand. 


Some theoritical problems with the article 

PSL gives the impression since the start of the article that supposedly the 
"establishment" does not want Sanders. They write in the very start of their article that 
the Democratic Party (DP) establishment and the big bourgeoisie media owners try to 
defame Bernie sanders as much as possible, since they will "lose" in case bernie 


1 



becomes the new president of USA. But what this implies? That if Bernie gets elected, 
supposedly there will be a change? This kind of patern repeats itself bellow. We will try 
to gather all problems of this article and then, we will proceed to analyse them and try 
to offer some theoritical anwser to the very questions arising by the points they make. 

«The ruling class and its two political parties rightly fear that a new, truly radical and 
even pre-revolutionary mass movement can quickly sweep through the country as it did 
in the 1930s and at the end of the 1960s. The Sanders electoral campaign itself is not 
that, but insofar as it is exciting and raising the expectation of millions who want to win 
substantive reforms by fighting the billionaire class, it presages what is to come. 
Sanders, the individual, may turn out to be an accidental political figure who spent a 
lifetime in the hallowed halls of the bourgeois Congress barely causing a stir, but whose 
presidential campaigns became a vessel and a catalyst for something more enduring - a 
movement of millions of people who are demanding radical solutions to the grievous 
injustices caused by plutocratic capitalism. The country is badly in need of a mass, 
energized movement for radical change. It may be an irony of history that such a radical 
break from the established order could take shape from within arenas and institutions 
that constitute a center of ruling-class political legitimacy. » 

We can find four problems in this quotation of the article. First, the notion that 
somehow the sanders campaign may give rise to a "revolutionary movement". Second, 
the term "billionaire class". Third, the term "plutocratic capitalism". As we said, we will 
analyse these later, and we will mostly focus on on the first and fourth problem of this 
quatation, as it presents an interesting case of the reason of this paper. 

But lets go next. 

«But socialist tactics have to be considered and decided based on the state of class- 
consciousness of the entire working class, and appreciation of where we are in the 
historical process, and what is most essential at our current juncture. Just having the 
conviction as revolutionary socialists that the capitalist system fundamentally cannot be 
reformed, and that the Democratic Party would sooner come apart than be 
transformed, is not sufficient to draw out a tactical orientation. The question is how to 
fight alongside and to an extent merge with masses of people who are in their own 
process of struggle, so that such conclusions can be tested and proven in real life. For 
our purposes here, the point is that it is not surprising that the mass reawakening of 
anti-capitalist and pro-socialist consciousness would register profoundly in the electoral 
realm, the path of least resistance. For tens of millions, it feels more legitimate and 
more possible to identify as a socialist or promote a socialist candidate in an election 
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cycle rather than at a militant street protest or barricade. Given the relative smallness 
and limited influence of the revolutionary socialist trends in the United States, with 
whom these tens of millions have largely never interacted, how could it be otherwise? 
That the form of this struggle is currently inside the Democratic primary contest in 
some ways obscures its potentially radical or even revolutionary next manifestations.» 

In this part of the article we found another huge, (at least in our consideration) 
theoritical mistake, which borders the "Democratic socialist" movement theories of the 
60s and 70s. The sixth problem is the notion given here, that if cant go revolution right 
now, lets find other ways to "merge" with the masses, and their obvius anti communist 
nature(it also does not speak of a goal, for which we will also expand later). The seventh 
problem is that they somehow think that there is an awakaning of "socialist 
consciousness" in US, and even if there is, that this leads to parliamentary support of 
the mainstraim parties. We will fourther examine this in full detail later. 

«This yearning for change has not come all at once. It has been developing for nearly a 
decade. The Occupy movement in 2011 showed the potential for it when it burst onto 
the political scene. It spread like wildfire before it collapsed under the weight of both 
state repression and the folly of anarchist tactics. The Arab Spring started with the same 
impetus and the same dynamism but it too collapsed for multiple reasons, including the 
absence of an experienced revolutionary leadership capable of circumnavigating such 
troubled waters, the inability to stir the countryside and the opportunist intervention of 
imperialism.» 

Here we can find two problems. One, about the "anarchist" tactics(how did anarchists 
tactics came to dominate the scene? No one explains this in this article!), and second, 
about the Arab spring(had the arab spring any change to become a socialist 
revolutionary movement in the first place?). These constitute the eight and ninth 
problems. 

The tenth and perhaps one of the most importand problems is the following. 

«The Sanders campaign is, at this moment, the vessel for a progressive, vaguely 
socialist insurgency within the confines of the Democratic Party.» 

«lf Sanders again abandons his own movement by supporting a ruling class candidate 
in 2020, the movement should refuse to follow him; it should refuse to be a tail to the 
kite of either wing of the capitalist political machine and the military-industrial complex. 
It should continue building its own grassroots base and promoting the socialist 
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movement in confrontation with the reactionary Democratic Party elites.» 

Does PSL even understands what socialism is? Or they just use the word for 
justification? We will explain later, as it seems PSL appears more and more to be very 
close to social democratic ideology than a Marxist one. 

«ln response to the attacks against Sanders, his campaign has moved to the left on 
domestic issues and grown in popularity, while broadening its base of support among 
young people, working-class voters overall, in Black and Latino communities, among 
women, the LGBTQ. community and other sectors of society.» 

The eleventh problem is PSL's obbsesion with what seems to be identity politics. They 
conflate LBGTQ. or other minority political struggles as struggles for socialism. They fail 
to understand that the fight for socialism cannot be brought by struggles for a specific 
identity, but only throught class struggle. Minority struggles in and in themselfs can 
never be trully revolutionary. They must subordinate to class struggle, with clear goals 
and mission. 

«Simultaneously, in the face of the establishment's attacks and pressure, Sanders has 
either embraced the ruling-class narrative on Venezuela, China and Russia, or has 
offered little or very little real opposition to the dominant foreign policy positions of the 
imperialist establishment. Sanders undoubtedly hopes this will make him more 
"respectable" in the eyes of the corporate media, but the deeper effect is to lock the 
budding mass socialist consciousness to the imperialist status quo, keeping that 
potentially radical sentiment from moving too far left in the direction of 
internationalism.» 

The twelth mistake is their view that somehow Sanders is not really against socialism, 
he just pretends to be.... This is fourthemore proven by their remarks that sanders 
repressends a "big step forward" for the imperialized peoples of the world 

This also poses a huge theoritical problem of PSL's understanding, that we will examine 
in more depth later. 

«Sanders' foreign policy positions are not anti-imperialist or socialist. Yes, he has a 
toned-down, softer and more liberal foreign policy than the other Democrats. 
Undoubtedly, governments in Cuba, Venezuela, Iran and among Palestinians would 
consider a Sanders presidency a big step forward by the standards of who his 
competitors are, and the conduct of previous presidents. But his foreign policy accepts 
and promotes the narrative of the empire and supports imperialist sanctions against 
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targeted countries.» 

The thirtinth problem lies to them, perhaps dont understanding either imperialism 
either capitalism (as manifested earlier). We will speak later about this in more detail. 

The last problem, the fourtenth problem, is their endorsment of Bernie Sanders. 

«Although we are not Democrats, we encourage those voting in the upcoming 
Democratic Party primaries to vote for Bernie Sanders.» 

«lf Bernie Sanders wins the Democratic nomination, in spite of the Democratic Party 
establishment's war against him, the PSL will not run candidates in battleground swing 
states. » 


The revolutionary potential of Sander's campaign 

We will first aim to analyse this first problem PSL's article. The view that somehow, 
Sander's movement "hides" revolutionary potential. Before we do this, we need to see 
the class caracter of his movement. To do this, we need to set some basis as to who 
votes in America. For this, we need to consider two points. According to several studies 
about half of the american population dont vote. And according to the same studies, 
the poorer americans are less likelly to vote than their more economically secure 
counterparts. It can be easelly assumed therefore, that the majority of US proletariat 
who is "less" labour aristocratic than the others, and who is the group of the American 
proletariat that can only be more revolutionary than the other more "labour 
aristocratic" counterparts, does not vote. 

The movement around bernie sanders is a movement of voters. They are the people 
who will either activelly take part in the movement, or they will just vote him. But as we 
established, the poorer americans dont vote. Sanders does not deny it either. 

«Well, because poor people don't vote. I mean, that's just a fact. That's a sad reality of 
American society. And that's what we have to transform. We have one — as you know, 
one of the lowest voter turnouts of any major country on Earth. We have done a good 
job bringing young people in. I think we have done- had some success with lower 
income people. But in America today — the last election in 2014, 80 percent of poor 
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people did not vote.» 

Therefore, Sanders admits it, studies show it, and we have PSL saying that there is 
revolutionary potential in this movement. Based on what? Lets examine the class 
composition of this movement. Sure, there are perhaps workers and some of these 
"poorer" americans in his movement, but there is no way spearheaded by them. But we 
can say for sure, considering that the poorest americans dont even vote, his movement 
cant have this class composition. As it seems, the Sanders movement is a movement of 
the labour aristocracy in alliance with some sections of the petty bourgeoisie and 
obviusly some sections of the bigger bourgeoisie. It seems the liberal intellegencia also 
backs him. The 

movement itself is nothing special. We have seen these kinds of movements when 
imperialism is in crisis. They are a couple with fascism. Two movements emerge in 
imperialist countries during a crisis of imperialism (one we witness in america these 
years). Fascism, and social democracy, which are twins, as the two have practically the 
same basis, which is stoping the proletariat from revoling. It cant be denied anymore. 
Social democracy, especially in the imperialist core, is the moderate wing of fascism. 
These two serve the same porpuse, and when needed they complement each other. It 
could be said that Social democracy in the imperialist core is fascism in a cloaked form. 

A more "humanitarian" and "socially proggresive" fascism. We can see that social 
democracy and fascism, at the end of the day, serve the interests of Imperialism in their 
countries. We can see the same thing happening with sanders. He is the person who 
supported the war in Yugoslavia (using the liberal humanitarian arguement, which is to 
"prevent" an ethnic cleansing of Bosnians) and he continues to support sanctions 
against Communist governments around the globe. His friend, Cortez, supported de 
facto the fascist coup in Bolivia. And we need to consider that the people who the 
fascists couped, were also social democrats, they just happened to not be in the 
imperialist core, and their bourgoeisie happened to wanted to become free from the 
domination of foreign imperialists. 

But lets go back to the class composition of his movement, and we will couple it later 
with the above on social democracy. 

We can safely exclude the most revolutionary group of the proletariat class in America, 
which is what these studies on US voting participation call "the poorest of americans". If 
we exclude them, with what we stay? With what liberals call "middle class" americans. 

In our language? Petty bourgeoisie and labour aristocrats! These people are the 
components of the movement that PSL called with "revolutionary potential". Now, why 
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the sanders campaign have grow so much? Becuase of the crisis inside the imperialist 
core. We had two two big waves in America. The more openly fascistic movement, for 
example of Trump, and the more cloaked one, the social democrat, bernie sanders. PSL 
calls bernie's movement a movement with revolutionary potential. And we ask: Based 
on what? Its class caracter? There is a reason that the movement of bernie is social 
democratic. This is because its interests lie with social democracy, getting founds 
obviusly by the imperialist world system, which in turn is based on the blood of the 
imperialized people's of the world. The short shight interests of the labour aristocracy 
in US lie with the maintainance of imperialism as it is. What these Labour aristocrats are 
asking is a very simple thing. A bigger part of the pie! Their material basis determines 
their ideology, which is social democracy. There is no way that you can turn these 
people right now to (as PSL sais it) "Socialist consciousness". Now, we dont speak about 
individual cases, but about (as PSL sais it) the "mass". (What this mass is composed off? 
No one anwsers! As long as it is a mass, its alright for PSL!) 

Now lets see it by marxists lenses. What is socialism? Where this socialist consciousness 
developes? Inside the capitalist mode of production. Socialism is the recognition of the 
class antagonism in capitalist society between the proletariat and the bourgoeisie, and 
its also the recognition for this class conflict to climax and to porsue the political power 
of the proletariat, the dictactorship of the proletariat. As capitalism is constandly 
created by the fall of the petty bourgeoisie to either bourgeoisie or proletariat, both 
classes will have initially influences of this petty bourgeoisie mindset. As pre marxist 
socialism is essentially defeated, these petty bourgeoisie ideas appear as revisionism. 
The first wave of revisionism produced social democracy. The first thing to disappear 
was the mission of the proletariat to establish socialism. In essence, class war! In the 
deepest sense? The dictactorship of the proletariat! The bolsheviks and their allies 
waged a huge ideological war against these revisionists, with mixed results, as these 
revisionist fourther evolved and abandoned the scientifically awknoleged socialism that 
the original social democrats had as a goal. Socialism now took a definition of a "moral, 
continiues fight" with no real porpuse. It practically supported capitalism as the only 
possible existing system. Socialism for this second wave of social democrats was based 
on the capitalist mode of production with some reforms. 

And here we have two very importand facts. 

First, when this revisionism appeared, in essence, social democracy, we could see 
capitalism entering the stage of imperialism. Imperialism brings a labour aristocracy to 
the imperialist state. Engels noticed of this in England, and wrote that in england the 
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proletariat was becoming more and more bourgeoisie due to the monarchies 
plundering of the whole world. Social democracy in the form of marxist revisionism 
appeared first in imperialist Germany. 

Second, it was a reaction to more radical politics, at the time, communism. Social 
democrats aventually won the elections, became govenrment, and laterally allied with 
the freinkorps ( a far right paramillitary milita) to slaughter the communist revolution of 
Germany headed by Rosa Luxenburg and Karl Liebknecht. Essentially, in practice, it 
served the same role as fascism, which was, to protect the interests of State-monopoly 
capitalism, i.e imperialism, and to avert any possible communist revolution and lose of 
political power of the bourgoeisie. 

Now, what is the link of these two facts? The link is that during a crisis of imperialism, 
the labour aristocrats and petty bourgeoisie will react. Three are the routes. Open 
fascism, cloaked fascism (Social democracy) or communism. For there to be a 
communist movement, there needs to be a solid vanguard. For there to exist a solid 
vanguard, it must be the true representative of the proletariat's long term goal. It needs 
to have clear goals, and it needs to always see the long term. Which is. Communism. 

The movement which abolishes the present state of things (capitalism). The short term 
goal of the communists is the dictactorship of the proletariat. (We will in latter chapters 
examine PSL's relation to the dictactorship of the proletariat) The only revolutionary 
movement in imperialist countries, were capitalism has already reached its latest stage, 
is the communist movement. As we examined the class basis of social democracy, we 
now need to examine the class caracter of communism. Communism is the only 
movement which truly represents the interests of the proletariat, and its base is 
therefore, a proletarian one. In imperialist countries, more than usually, as the 
movement is dilluded by petty bourgeoisie and labour aristocratic elements, coupled 
with the highest and mighest form of liberalism, it takes a class caracter representing 
the interests of the labour aristocracy section of the proletariat. Labour aristocracy can 
only survive by imperialism, becuase as we know, the contradiction between the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat cannot be solved without the death of the later. 
Therefore, the, the existance of the labour aristocracy is based on the blood of the 
people their bourgeoisie are imperializing. The bourgeoisie will not give of their wealth 
to create a labour aristocracy, and they will go to imperialism both as a need but also as 
the natural conclusion of capitalism. 

But now lets go back to the Sanders movement. As we established, the class basis of 
this movement is that of the labour aristocracy, the petty bourgeoisie, and their liberal 
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intellegencia. There is a reason that, the ideology of this movement is social democratic 
(i.e cloaked fascism), and this is the class basis of the social democrats in America 
represented by the movement of Bernie Sanders. And this is the material interest of 
this very class basis, which is the alignment with imperialism. Many of these people will 
say that they are anti imperialists, and when you ask them, they will say that they are 
anti war. But anti war does not constitute anti imperialism, as war is the climax of this 
struggle of imperialist and imperialized. Even the PSL never speaks of the real economic 
factors of imperialism^ they only speak about the war factor) the superprofits derived 
from it. This is highly suspicius, as the one of the biggest missions of the communists in 
the imperialist core is to porsue the true interest of the proletariat, and to do this, they 
must first and foremost compat imperialist, both on the ideological and the practicall 
realm. The motto of the communists, especially those living in the imperialist core, 
should be "the fight against capitalism begins with the fight against imperialism". 

Therefore, is PSL correct to say that there is revolutionary potential in this movement? 
Apsolutelly not! Right now, there is no hope for a mass "defection" of the social 
democrats to communism. We can see that there is not only not a revolutionary 
potential, but there is also a very dangerous movement to communists. We can see 
many communists getting draw to this labour aristocratic movement, turning de facto 
social democrats and endorsing Sanders and likewise people. This is a rightist deviation, 
and it should be combated more than ever. 

The role of the vanguard (and if we can assume PSL as such) is to draw the 
revolutionary proletariat in their front. This can only be achieved by going to organize 
these "poorest" americans, who are definetelly in general not part of the Sanders 
movement. By claiming that there exists revolutionary potential in the social 
democratic movement, is ignoring their material basis and why they are social 
democrats to begin with, and it is dancing with Utopian ideas of tring to make people to 
follow ideas that are against their interests right now. We communists have already 
limited resources and energy, we need to see more on to where this energy and 
resources will be spended. Should it be spend in a labour aristocratic movement who is 
ideologically social democratic, becuase they simple want a bigger part of the pie of the 
imperialist plundering, or go to the group of the proletariat who takes an even smaller 
part of the pie and has, more than ever, lost any real hope to electoral politics and has 
already seen the fraud which bourgeoisie parliaments are? 

So to anwser the question "is there any revolutionary potential in the sanders 
movement?". No, there is not. The general movement will remain Social democratic, by 
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going to draw people from there, it is more possible that you will be the one draw to 
them and them not to you. It is a waste of time, energy, and is dangarous for the very 
communist movement. 
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